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Wear Jiis (oo hud), 

bionics to Wizau’a clean that tbs pr aidumey ta a lio; nee to kill, raps Sfor those 
oho find woram attractive)) and oorr.it any other arlne at ifidn and with inounity, I liave 
had t±»u to road your fine ouppl aaental brief to the court of npeala. You* enclosed no 
oopy ot tim final no vital for leave to fllo and unions there la substantive change, there 
la no need to copy one for no. The draft Hill suffice for ay lilots. 

For tiie future, I linvo two amoral oozxxarts* A mjor failing in this case, whoro 
it is beyond reasonable question and practiced to a dogroo I believe without precedent, 
is our fiailuro to allogo and provo official dishonesty aid imposition uixm tito trust of 
tho courst. I believe in ciy canoa it crosses thu line into thu orlriiial. At doexj point 
this stunt bo done in a one can® or ti*> governs s has, in effect, ti» irriia&tios Hisoa 
today aacortod for iiiximlf. Wo oho it to More than uy case tiiat wo ini ko ouch a roooxd 
aid nuke it beyond nuostioniiis, which represents no great tank, given the- record. 

Wo should at soko point have waved the flag. With ilaso fine rourth-of-^uly oratiLons by 
Acosuy Clark and LKT printed in the ^(j*o txaao, why not cite then as reineccntationo of 
intent and as declaration;! of official intci'protarticKi? 

There is a decision of the DC district court I think could and aiiould have boon 
used. Judge hart hold the low requires a .^iqcdfjp Itawaif oreor,»nt purpose. Hart wont 
out 0 a has way to say timt for tlx; lasHonfoi’ceocnt OKosaption to be invoked thoro nust bo 
a particular one in Ednd. 

"flris brief is a good job, 1 tiiink, particularly undo.- prosauro. fhno nice lingo 
in it, too* 


Thanks, 


